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Presidents  too  similar  to  ignore? 

Film  pairs  Bush,  Lincoln  on  policy,  popularity 

By  Emma  Downs 
The  Journal  Gazette 


Courtesy  photo 

Yervand  Kochar  compares 
Abraham  Lincoln  and 
George  W.  Bush  in  the  film 
"Wounded  Warrior." 


If  Abraham  Lincoln  was  president  of  the  United  States  today,  you  can  bet  he  wouldn't  have  a  beard.  (Politicians  these  days  rarely  want 
to  be  mistaken  for  beatniks,  crazy  backwoods  hermits  or  -  even  worse  -  college  professors.)  And  you  can  be  sure  Honest  Abe's 
stovepipe  hat  would  make  regular  appearances  on  fashion  no-no  Web  sites  like  Go  Fug  Yourself. 
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^CSttJ5SS^BU,h      imP0SSib'e  10  i9n°re'"  K°Char  ^  ««  *•  mo*  disliked  president  of  his  time. 

ttS^VSSESZSX  a?a  SIT**  *  ,he  PreS=-  N«~  ascribed  him 

first  president  to  suspend  civil  liberty  durinc S !|  Kochar  says  frontlersma"'  Pro"e  «°  9°ofV  slips  of  the  tongue.  He  was  also  the 

he  -VS.  "At  first,  the  war  was  about 

two  time  periods  is  meant  to  calm  the  fears  of  people  in  Se  United  States  today  tohaj ^  DraV""9  Para"elS  betvreen  the 
"We  want  to  tell  people  to  not  be  afraid,"  he  says.  "History  repeats  itself.  We've  already  been  through  a  war  like  this.  We'll  be  OK." 

I?,™"  ^  *  h*        'Tm  "ot  ^  ^  Bush  is  Lincoln  and  Lincoln  is  Bush,  but  their  policies  are 

student  and  a  documentary  discussing  lSs  rc!e 1 uhe  Bteckl Hawk  War."  35  W6"  35  3  bi°P'C  by  a  local  ^-vear  old 

l^S%^y^C^f^"T"'S  ~  "*  as  a  T  of  the  Illinois  militia  during  the 
^ar^mS^^ 

o^s^ 

it  you  go 

What:  "Abraham  Lincoln  Film  Festival" 
When:  1  p.m.  Saturday 
Where:  Lincoln  Museum,  200  E.  Berry  St. 

Admission:  $3.99,  $2.99  ages  5-12  and  free  for  museum  members 
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Wartime  Leadership:  The  First  Republican 
President  Versus  The  Latest 

By  Richard  Striner 

Mr.  Striner  is  a  Professor  of  History,  Washington  College,  and  the  author  of  Father 
Abraham:  Lincoln's  Relentless  Struggle  to  End  Slavery  (Oxford,  2006). 


Inventing  America  Metier  *  Smith  *  Keyssax  »  Kevim 

"An  extremely  accessible  text  without  to  any  way  being  watered  down, 
I'm  impressed  ana  pleased  by  the  much  stronger  narrative  now  than  one 
usually  ilnds  in  text  not  formatted  in  a  narrative  design." 

::  Kobert  Gotmz,  San  Antonio  College 


How  will  historians  eventually  rate  our  incumbent  president  as  a  wartime 
commander?  A  comparison  of  George  W.  Bush  and  the  first  Republican  president, 
Abraham  Lincoln,  is  instructive. 

Putting  aside  the  issue  of  civil  liberties  in  wartime  —  an  issue  that  people  of  good  will 
could  debate  almost  endlessly  —  Lincoln  was  a  very  different  kind  of  presidential 
strategist. 

In  the  first  place,  Lincoln  wanted  massive  and  fully  equipped  armies  to  fight  the 
Confederates.  All  through  the  war  he  told  his  generals  to  use  their  great  superiority 
in  numbers  to  the  maximum  advantage.  In  contrast,  Bush  seemed  to  give  short  shrift 
to  all  the  warnings  that  the  American  troop  levels  in  Iraq  were  insufficient. 

Then  there's  the  matter  of  financial  wherewithal.  Lincoln  asked  Congress  for  the 
colossal  sum  of  $400  million  (in  1861  values)  when  the  war  began.  Congress  gave 
him  more  than  he  asked  for.  The  Republicans  created  the  first  direct  income  tax  in 
our  history  and  raised  even  more  federal  revenue  through  the  sale  of  bonds.  As  they 
financed  the  war,  they  invested  simultaneously  in  infrastructure  by  supporting  the 
construction  of  the  transcontinental  railroad.  Money  was  no  object  for  Lincoln: 
toward  the  end  of  the  war  he  even  flirted  with  the  notion  of  assuring  the  ratification 
of  the  anti-slavery  thirteenth  amendment  by  paying  all  the  slave  states  to  ratify  —  to 
the  tune  of  an  additional  $400  million.  Lincoln  thought  big  and  he  was  willing  to 
spend  enormous  sums  when  the  nation's  well-being  seemed  to  warrant  it.  Bush,  on 
the  other  hand,  has  stripped  Uncle  Sam  of  resources  by  advocating  tax  cuts  right  in 
the  middle  of  a  major  war. 

Then,  there's  the  issue  of  worst-case  contingency  planning.  Lincoln  usually  chose  to 
prepare  for  the  worst:  he  liked  to  have  some  back-up  plans  up  his  sleeve  since  he 
never  presumed  that  his  strategies  were  perfect  or  foolproof.  Though  he  fought 
aggressive  war,  he  also  urged  his  commanders  to  watch  their  backs  and  sides,  lest 
the  enemy  turn  the  tables.  In  1862  he  wrote  to  General  George  McClellan  as  follows: 
"In  case  of  disaster,  would  not  a  safe  retreat  be  more  difficult  by  your  plan  than  by 
mine?"  In  1864,  he  wrote  to  General  Ulysses  S.  Grant  as  follows:  "I  am  a  little  afraid 
lest  Lee  sends  re-enforcements  to  [General  Jubal]  Early,  and  thus  enables  him  to 
turn  upon  Sheridan." 
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Is  it  likely  that  Bush  had  any  back-up  plans  in  the  event  that  his  Iraq  strategies 
should  fail? 

Lastly,  there's  the  matter  of  moral  purpose  and  conscience:  though  Lincoln  felt  a 
righteous  sense  of  justification,  he  consulted  his  conscience  all  the  time  He  took  the 
ironies  of  his  position  quite  seriously,  and  he  felt  himself  humbled  by  the  human  cost 
of  the  war.  Though  it's  hard  to  tell  from  a  distance,  Bush  displays  little  in  the  way  of 
a  conscience,  except  in  matters  of  fundamentalist  theology.  Notwithstanding  his 
pledge  of  humility  at  the  Republican  convention  in  2000,  he  comes  off  as  smug  Self- 
doubt  seldom  figures  in  his  thinking,  or  so  it  would  appear. 

The  spiritual  convictions  of  Lincoln  eventually  led  him  to  view  the  Civil  War  as  a 
punishment  inflicted  on  the  North  and  South  alike  for  their  vainglorious  pride  Bush 
on  the  other  hand,  seems  cocky  when  he  chooses  to  invoke  religious  values  in  his 
politics. 

In  all  it's  a  depressing  comparison  -  is  it  not?  But  only  time  will  reveal  the  hidden 
record  in  regard  to  our  incumbent. 

Comments  fi) 
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OPINION  THURSDAY,  SEPTEMBER  7,  2006 


By  Newt  Gingrich 

"The  dogmas  of  the  quiet  past  are  inadequate 

to  the  stormy  present  As  our  case  is  new,  so 

we  must  think  anew,  and  act  anew.  We  must  dis- 
enthrall ourselves." 

-Abraham  Lincoln 
Annual  message  to  Congress,  Dec.  1,  1862 
*     *  # 

WASHINGTON— Five  years  have  passed 
since  the  horrific  attack  on  our  American  home- 
land, and,  still,  there  is  one  serious,  undeniable 
fact  we  have  yet  to  confront:  We  are,  today,  not 
where  we  wanted  to  be  and  nowhere  near  where 
we  need  to  be. 

In  April  of  1861,  in  response  to  the  firing  on 
Fort  Sumter,  President  Lincoln  called  for  75,000 
volunteers  to  serve  for  90  days.  Lincoln  had 
greatly  underestimated  the  challenge  of  preserv- 
ing the  Union.  No  one  imagined  that  what  would 
become  the  Civil  War  would  last  four  years  and 
take  the  lives  of  620,000  Americans. 

By  the  summer  of  1862,  with  thousands  of 
Americans  already  dead  or  wounded  and  the 
hopes  of  a  quick  resolution  to  the  war  all  but 
abandoned,  three  political  factions  had 
emerged.  There  were  those  who  thought  the  war 
was  too  hard  and  would  have  accepted  defeat  by 
negotiating  the  end  of  the  United  States  by  allow- 
ing the  South  to  secede.  Second  were  those  who 
urged  staying  the  course  by  muddling  through 
with  a  cautious  military  policy  and  a  desire  to  be 
"moderate  and  reasonable"  about  Southern  prop- 
erty rights,  including  slavery. 

We  see  these  first  two  factions  today.  The 
Kerry-Gore-Pelosi-Lamont  bloc  declares  the  war 
:oo  hard,  the  world  too  dangerous.  They  try  to 
iind  some  explainable  way  to  avoid  reality  while 
idvocating  return  to  "normalcy,"  and  promoting 
i  policy  of  weakness  and  withdrawal  abroad. 

Most  government  officials  constitute  the  sec- 
>nd  wing,  which  argues  the  system  is  doing  the 
>est  it  can  and  that  we  have  to  "stay  the 
•ourse"-no  matter  how  unproductive.  But,  after 
>eing  exposed  in  the  failed  response  to  Hurri- 
:ane  Katrina,  it  will  become  increasingly  diffi- 
:ult  for  this  wing  to  keep  explaining  the  continu- 
ng  failures  of  the  system. 

Just  consider  the  following:  Osama  bin 
,aden  is  still  at  large.  Afghanistan  is  still  inse- 
:ure.  Iraq  is  still  violent.  North  Korea  and  Iran 
ire  still  building  nuclear  weapons  and  missiles, 
'errorist  recruiting  is  still  occurring  in  the  U.S., 
:anada,  Great  Britain  and  across  the  planet. 


By  late  summer,  1862,  Lincoln  agonizingly 
oncluded  that  a  third  faction  had  the  right  strat- 
gy  for  victory.  This  group's  strategy  demanded 
eorgamzing  everything  as  needed,  intensifying 
he  war,  and  bringing  the  full  might  of  the  indus- 
rial  North  to  bear  until  the  war  was  won. 


Bush  and  Lincoln 

cannot  be  mobilized.  (3)  They  do  not  establish 
clear  metrics  of  achievement  and  then  replace 
leaders,  bureaucrats  and  bureaucracies  as 
needed  to  achieve  those  goals. 

To  be  sure,  Mr.  Bush  understands  that  we 
cannot  ignore  our  enemies;  they  are  real.  He 
knows  that  an  enemy  who  believes  in  reli- 
giously sanctioned  suicide-bombing  is  an  en- 
emy who,  with  a  nuclear  or  biological  weapon 
is  a  mortal  threat  to  our  survival  as  a  free 
country.  The  analysis  Mr.  Bush  offers  the  na- 
tion-before  the  Joint  Session  on  Sept  20 
2001,  in  his  2002  State  of  the  Union,  in  his  2005 
Second  Inaugural-is  consistently  correct.  On 
each  occasion,  he  outlines  the  threat,  the 
moral  nature  of  the  conflict  and  the  absolute 
requirement  for  victory. 


Echoes  of  the  past  in 
today's  strategic  mistakes. 


Unfortunately,  the  great  bureaucracies  Mr. 
Bush  presides  over  (but  does  not  run)  have  ei- 
ther not  read  his  speeches  or  do  not  believe  in 
his  analysis.  The  result  has  been  a  national  secu- 
rity performance  gap  that  we  must  confront  if 
we  are  to  succeed  in  winning  this  rising  World 
War  ni. 

We  have  to  be  honest  about  how  big  this 
problem  is  and  then  design  new,  bolder  and 
more  profound  strategies  to  secure  American 
national  security  in  a  very  dangerous  21st  cen- 
tury. Unless  we,  like  Lincoln,  thmTTanew,  we 
cannot  set  the  nation  on  a  course  for  victory. 
Here  are  some  initial  steps: 


current  hopelessly  slow  and  inefficient  inter- 
agency system  should  be  replaced  by  a  new  met- 
rics-based and  ruthlessly  disciplined  integrated 
system  of  accountability,  with  clear  timetables 
and  clear  responsibilities. 

The  president  should  insist  upon  creating  new 
aggressive  entrepreneurial  national  security  sys- 
tems that  replace  (rather  than  reform)  the  cur- 
rent failing  bureaucracies.  For  example  the 
Agency  for  International  Development  has  'been 
a  disaster  in  both  Afghanistan  and  Iraq.  The 
president  should  issue  new  regulations  where 
possible  and  propose  new  legislation  where  neces- 
sary. The  old  systems  cannot  be  allowed  to  con- 
tinue to  fail  without  consequence.  Those  within 
the  bureaucracies  who  cannot  follow  the  presi- 
dent's directives  should  be  compelled  to  leave. 

Following  this  initiative,  the  president  should 
propose  a  dramatic  and  deep  overhaul  of  home- 
land security  grounded  in  metrics-based  per- 
formance to  create  a  system  capable  of  meeting 
the  seriousness  of  the  threat.  The  leaders  of  the 
new  national  security  and  homeland  security  or- 
ganizations should  be  asked  what  they  need  to 
win  this  emerging  World  War  in,  and  then  the 
budget  should  be  developed.  We  need  a  war  bud- 
get, but  we  currently  have  an  OMB-driven 
pseudo-war  budget.  The  goal  of  victory,  ulti- 
mately, will  lead  to  a  dramatically  larger  bud- 
get, which  will  lead  to  a  serious  national  debate 
We  can  win  this  argument,  but  we  first  have  to 
make  it. 


The  first  and  greatest  lesson  of  the  last  five 
ears  parallels  what  Lincoln  came  to  understand, 
'he  dangers  are  greater,  the  enemy  is  more  deter- 
lined,  and  victory  will  be  substantially  harder 
lan  we  had  expected  in  the  early  days  after  the 
litial  attack.  Despite  how  painful  it  would  prove 
)  be,  Lincoln  chose  the  road  to  victory.  President 
ush  today  finds  himself  in  precisely  the  same 
ilemma  Lincoln  faced  144  years  ago.  With  Ameri- 
in  survival  at  stake,  he  also  must  choose.  His 
xategies  are  not  wrong,  but  they  are  failing.  And 
ley  are  failing  for  three  reasons. 

(1)  They  do  not  define  the  scale  of  the  emerg- 
ig  World  War  III,  between  the  West  and  the 
irces  of  militant  Islam,  and  so  they  do  not  out- 
ne  how  difficult  the  challenge  is  and  how  big 
le  effort  will  have  to  be.  (2)  They  do  not  define 
ctory  in  this  larger  war  as  our  goal,  and  so  the 
lergy,  resources  and  intensity  needed  to  win 


First,  the  president  should  address  a  Joint 
Session  of  Congress  to  explain  to  the  country  the 
urgency  of  the  threat  of  losing  millions  of  people 
in  one  or  more  cities  if  our  enemies  find  a  way  to 
deliver  weapons  of  mass  murder  to  American 
soil.  He  should  further  communicate  the  scale  of 
the  anti-American  coalition,  the  clarity  of  their 
desire  to  destroy  America,  and  the  requirement 
that  we  defeat  them.  He  should  then  make  clear 
to  the  world  that  a  determined  American  people 
whose  very  civilization  is  at  stake  will  undertake 
the  measures  needed  to  prevail  over  our  ene- 
mies. While  desiring  the  widest  possible  sup- 
port, we  will  not  compromise  our'self-defense  in 
order  to  please  our  critics. 

Then  he  should  announce  an  aggressively 
honest  review  of  what  has  not  worked  in  the  first 
five  years  of  the  war.  Based  upon  the  findings  he 
should  initiate  a  sweeping  transformation  of  the 
White  House's  national  security  apparatus.  The 


Congress  should  immediately  pass  the  legisla- 
tion sent  by  the  president  yesterday  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  Supreme  Court's  Hamdan 
decision.  More  broadly,  it  should  pass  an  act  that 
recognizes  that  we  are  entering  World  War  III 
and  serves  notice  that  the  U.S.  will  use  all  its 
resources  to  defeat  our  enemies -not  accommo- 
date, understand  or  negotiate  with  them  but 
;    defeat  them. 

Because  the  threat  of  losing  millions  of  Ameri- 
cans is  real,  Congress  should  hold  blunt,  no- 
holds-barred  oversight  hearings  on  what  is  and 
is  not  working.  Laws  should  be  changed  to  shift 
from  bureaucratic  to  entrepreneurial  implemen- 
tation throughout  the  national  security  and 
homeland  security  elements  of  government. 

Beyond  our  shores,  we  must  commit  to  defeat- 
ing the  enemies  of  freedom  in  Iraq,  starting  with 
doubling  the  size  of  the  Iraqi  military  and  police 
forces.  We  should  put  Iran,  Syria  and  Saudi  Ara- 
bia on  notice  that  any  help  going  to  the  enemies 
of  the  Iraqi  people  will  be  considered  hostile  acts 
by  the  U.S.  In  southern  Lebanon,  the  U.S.  should 
insist  on  disarming  Hezbollah,  emphasizing  it  as 
the  first  direct  defeat  of  Syria  and  Iran -thus 
restoring  American  prestige  in  the  region  while 
undermining  the  influence  of  the  Syrian  and  Ira- 
nian dictatorships. 

Further,  we  should  make  clear  our  goal  of 
replacing  the  repressive  dictatorships  in  North 
Korea,  Iran  and  Syria,  whose  aim  is  to  do  great 
harm  to  the  American  people  and  our  allies.  Our 
first  steps  should  be  the  kind  of  sustained  aggres- 
sive strategy  of  replacement  which  Ronald  Rea- 
gan directed  brilliantly  in  Poland,  and  ulti- 
mately led  to  the  collapse  of  the  Soviet  empire. 

The  result  of  this  effort  would  be  borders  that 
are  controlled,  ports  that  are  secure  and  an  en- 
emy that  understands  the  cost  of  going  up 
against  the  full  might  of  the  U.S.  No  enemy  can 
stand  against  a  determined  American  people. 
But  first  we  must  commit  to  victory.  These  steps 
are  the  first  on  a  long  and  difficult  road  to  vic- 
tory, but  are  necessary  to  win  the  future. 

Mr.  Gingrich,  former  speaker  of  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives,  is  a  senior  fellow  at  the 
American  Enterprise  Institute  and  the  author  of 
"Winning  the  Future:  A  21st  Century  Contract 
with  America"  (Regnery,  2005). 
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Bush  says  he'll  stand  by  his  principles  _  like  Lincoln  did  in 
wartime 

By  Associated  Press 

Monday,  April  23,  200?  -  Updated:  06.24  PM  EST 


yVAffHl^GT0N  -  President  Bush  empathized  with  Abraham  Lincoln  on  Monday,  saying  they  both 
stood  by  their  principles  in  the  face  of  criticism  during  wartime. 

Clash  on  Iraq  plan  The  president  took  seniors  and  advocacy  group  leaders 

1  AP  video:  PresidenLReLd^lashon     T  3  t0Ur  of  the  0val  0ffice  after  a  meeting  on  Medicare's 
lraa  P|an  dru9  benefit.  Though  the  war  in  Iraq  was  not  openly 

ZZZZIZZ.  discussed,  its  presence  was  obvious. 

Bush  told  the  group  there  is  great  pressure  in  Washington  to  change  principles  for  the  sake  of 
political  popularity,  but  he  said  he  would  not.  principles  tor  tne  sake  of 


"It's  a  struggle  for  some.  It's  not  for  me,"  he  said. 

He  showed  the  group  a  portrait  of  Abraham  Lincc 
/il  War  but  maintained  his  belief  that  all  men  are  < 

"Look  what  would  have  happened  to  history"  if  Lincoln  had  abandoned  that  principle,  Bush  said. 


r :!2  WoTf  thS  ?r°UP, °f  Abranam  Linco|n-  He  said  Lincoln  was  unpopular  during  the 
Civil  War  but  maintained  his  belief  that  all  men  are  created  equal. 


©  Copyright  2007  Associated  Press.  All  rights  reserved  Th 
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Experts  Contrast  President  Bush's  Use  of  Power  to  Lincoln  and  Truman 

Posted  Wednesday,  May  02,  2007  ::  infoZine  Staff 

Special  Issue  Focuses  on  "Inherent  Power"  of  the  President 

Washington,  D.c.  -  infoZine  -  A  special  issue  of  Presidential  Studies  Quarterly  focuses  on  a  fundamental  issue  of  presidential  power 
and  constitutional  government:  to  what  extent  can  a  president  depend  on  "inherent"  authority  in  addition  to  his  express  and 
implied  powers?  How  does  this  supplemental  source  of  authority  alter  the  system  of  checks  and  balances,  separation  of  power 
and  protections  to  individual  rights  and  freedoms? 

"This  special  issue  was  organized  to  give  scholars  of  different  disciplines  and  persuasions  an  opportunity  to  analyze  the  nature 
and  scope  of  the  president's  power,"  says  Louis  Fisher,  contributor  to  the  special  issue.  "George  W.  Bush  is  not  the  first 
president  to  invoke  'inherent'  power  to  take  action  outside  the  constitution,  but  he  does  so  with  a  frequency  and  breadth  that 
has  never  been  seen  in  any  other  administration." 

Articles  in  the  special  issue  compare  President  Bush's  use  of  inherent  power  with  that  of  past  presidents  Abraham  Lincoln  and 
Harry  Truman.  Both  Truman  and  Lincoln  cited  emergency  or  inherent  power  during  periods  of  war  to  justify  actions  that  were 
not  within  their  constitutionally  defined  role  as  president. 

Journal  editor-in-chief  George  C.  Edwards  III  enlisted  Fisher  and  six  other  experts  with  solid  credentials  in  presidential  power 
and  national  security  law  and  of  varying  ideological  views  to  contribute  to  the  issue:  Bruce  Fein,  Neil  Kinkopf,  Jules  Lobel, 
Richard  Pious,  Jack  Rakove  and  Abraham  Sofaer.  "These  materials  will  help  scholars  and  the  general  reader  understand  the 
source  of  inherent  powers  and  the  risks  they  pose  to  democratic,  limited  government,"  says  Edwards. 

This  study  is  published  in  Vol.  37  Issue  1  of  Presidential  Studies  Quarterly. 

Louis  Fisher  is  a  Specialist  in  Constitutional  Law  at  the  Library  of  Congress.  He  can  be  reached  for  questions  at  Lfisher@loc.gov. 

George  C.  Edwards  III  is  editor  of  Presidential  Studies  Quarterly.  He  can  be  reached  for  questions  at  gedwards@tamu.edu 

Article  link:  http://www.infozine.com/news/stories/op/storiesVlew/std/22630/ 
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